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Abstract 
Student-directed teaching and assessment techniques are gradually dominating 
educational systems almost all over the world. This study investigated a cohort 
of male and female Iranian EFL students’ attitudes toward self-, peer-, and 
teacher-assessment experiences. Sixty three students at Urmia University and 
Tabriz  Islamic  Azad  University,  in  the  form of  three  intact  classes,  experienced 
self-, peer-, and teacher-assessment activities for one academic semester (hav-
ing taken a knowledge pretest, four assessment series, and a course achieve-
ment posttest). Of all the participants, 38 completed a 5-point Likert-scale atti-
tude questionnaire. The application of ANOVA, across and within group depend-
ent samples t tests, as well as some qualitative analyses, indicated that the three 
experimental groups had positive attitudes toward their assessment experienc-
es. While the peer-assessment group was the most positive in this regard, slight 
differences were found in the groups’ attitudes and beliefs. Further findings and 
implications are discussed in the paper.  
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Academic assessment serves several purposes. For example, Boud (1990) 
argues that assessment of students “improve[s] the quality of learning . . . [and] 
the accreditation of knowledge or performance” (p.  102).  These two purposes 
can be differentiated in terms of formative assessment, which serves students’ 
learning needs, and summative assessment, which serves the needs of the soci-
ety to evaluate the end-result of schooling. 
Many studies indicate that student learning is positively influenced by 
assessment (Black & William, 1998; Kennedy, Chan, Fok, & Yu, 2008). How-
ever, over the past 50 years, the institutes producing and administering stan-
dardized tests have been enjoying a social, political, and organizational power 
leading to the so-called test driven curricula where educational materials are 
directed toward the content of the test rather than toward learning what the 
learners should be learning. This aspect of assessment, known as negative 
washback, has diminished the learning value of language instruction across 
the world (Farhady, 2006).  
Since it provides feedback, assessment informs students about their 
strengths and weaknesses and indicates the next steps to take in the learning 
process. One important condition for assessment to support student learning 
is the active involvement in the assessment process on the part of students 
themselves (Black & William, 1998). Alternative assessment methods, while 
associated with students’ learning approaches (Scouller, 1998), include self- 
and peer-assessment, and are designed to develop active, autonomous, re-
sponsible, and reflective learners (Sambell & McDowell, 1998).  
Self-assessment (SA) is viewed as an individual’s own evaluation of their 
language ability, generally according to how good they are at particular lan-
guage skills (e.g., reading and speaking), how well they are able to use the 
language in different domains or situations (e.g., at the office and at school), 
or how well they can use different styles of the language (e.g., a formal and an 
informal style) (Mousavi, 2012). As a variant of SA (Mousavi, 2012), peer-
assessment (PA) is defined as “an arrangement in which individuals consider 
the amount, level, worth, quality of success of the products or outcomes of 
learning of peers of similar status” (Topping, 1998, p. 250).  
 Attitude is referred to as the degree of an individual’s like or dislike of 
an institution, situation, event, and the like. In other words, it is the tendency 
to react consistently favorably or unfavorably to a stimulus (persons, objects, 
or  concepts).  In  the  case  of  language  testing,  the  stimulus  is  a  language  or  
speakers of a language. Attitudes tend to be quite stable and less subject to 
factual input than are beliefs and opinions (Mousavi, 2012). Richards and 
Schmidt (2002) speak of attitude as the language attitudes which speakers of 
different languages or language varieties have toward each other’s languages 
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or towards their own language. Expressions of positive and negative feelings 
towards a language may reflect impressions of linguistic complexity or simplic-
ity, ease or difficulty of learning, degree of importance, elegance, social status, 
and so on (p. 286). In this study, by attitude we mean the attitude not toward 
a language and the people speaking that language, but the attitude toward the 
experience of a certain type of learning and assessment. 
Oscarson (1989) briefly itemized the rationale of SA procedures in lan-
guage learning (pp. 4-6): 
x Promotion of learning: SA gives learners training in evaluation, which, 
in itself, is beneficial to learning.  
x Raised level of awareness: Training in self-assessment stimulates 
learners to consider course content and assessment principles in a 
more discerning way than is usually the case.  
x Improved goal-orientation: The practice of self-assessment further 
tends to enhance learners’ knowledge of the wide variety of possible 
goals in most language learning contexts.  
x Expansion of range of assessment: In certain respects, the learner’s 
own appreciation of his competence in the language is, for natural rea-
sons, superior to that of an outside tester, namely in areas of affective 
learning (in turn contributing somehow to students’ attitudes toward 
learning and assessment).  
x Shared assessment burden: It has been pointed out that a further posi-
tive aspect of learner participation in assessment is the possibility that it 
may alleviate the assessment burden on the teacher (Dickinson, 1987).  
x Beneficial postcourse effects: Teaching students how to carry on learn-
ing the language autonomously after the course is universally consid-
ered an important objective in foreign language instruction.  
As regards PA, Topping (1998) argued that given the many different types 
of PA, establishing a single overarching mechanism or model of the process seems 
likely to be difficult. In a literature review, he stated that the literature proposes 
many hypotheses about the mechanisms through which PA may create its effects. 
He categorized these mechanisms according to the following domains: 
x Cognition and metacognition: In  a  review  of  the  wider  literature  on  
peer-assisted learning, Topping and Ehly (1998) noted that cognitively 
PA might create effects by increasing a number of variables for asses-
sors, assessees, or both. These variables could include levels of time on 
task, engagement, and practice, coupled with a greater sense of ac-
countability and responsibility. They argued that formative PA is likely 
to involve intelligent questioning, together with increased self-
disclosure and, thereby, assessment of understanding. Furthermore, 
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they believe that PA could enable earlier error and misconception 
identification and analysis and could lead to the identification of 
knowledge gaps and to the engineering of their closure through ex-
plaining, simplifying, clarifying, summarizing, reorganizing, and cogni-
tive restructuring. Finally, they asserted that cognitive and metacogni-
tive benefits might accrue before, during, or after PA.  
x Affect: Both assessors and assesses might experience initial anxiety 
about the process. However, PA involves students directly in the learn-
ing process and may promote a sense of ownership, personal respon-
sibility, and motivation. Giving positive feedback first might reduce as-
sessee anxiety and improve acceptance of negative feedback. PA might 
also increase variety and interest, activity and interactivity, identifica-
tion and bonding, self-confidence, and empathy for others. 
x Social and transferable skills: PA can develop teamwork skills and pro-
mote active rather than passive learning. It can also develop verbal 
communication skills, negotiation skills, and diplomacy (Riley, 1995).  
x Systemic benefits: PA can give students greater insight into institutional 
assessment processes (Fry, 1990). Students might thus develop more 
confidence in these processes and greater tolerance of the inevitable 
difficulties of discrimination at the margin. Alternatively, if institutional 
assessment procedures are inadequate, greater awareness of this 
among students could generate a positive feeling toward improvement.  
Studies concerned with PA show that students generally display a liking 
for PA activities because these activities provide an opportunity for compari-
son of student work, but, simultaneously, students are much less appreciative 
of criticism from peers (Brindley & Scoffield, 1998; Smith, Cooper, & Lancaster, 
2002; Williams, 1992). However, studies also show a lack of self-confidence in 
students when they rate their peers (Sullivan, Hitchcock, & Dunnington, 1999), 
and the need for a pre-existing guideline or rule for the assessment activity 
(Orsmond & Merry, 1996). 
Clifford (1999) devised a learner-controlled learning environment and uti-
lized both PA and SA techniques to help students develop autonomy. The re-
searcher surveyed students’ attitudes toward PA and reported that students 
found  PA  activities  educative,  but  they  also  felt  frustrated  when  they  had  no  
clear frameworks and guidance. Furthermore, these students viewed grading as 
the teacher’s responsibility because they wished to stay away from “the process 
of evaluating . . . peers’ performance where marks are concerned” (p. 122). 
Davies (2000) investigated a group of undergraduate students after they 
participated in a computerized PA project and found that nonanonymous PA 
was negatively perceived by these students, and that this could be associated 
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with the difficulty of criticizing or rating their peers. However, other research 
has suggested that anonymous assessment could provide more truthful and 
appropriate attitudes toward the assessment processes (Ballantyne, Hughes, 
& Mylonas, 2002). Nonetheless, students’ resistance to and negative percep-
tions of PA could discourage teachers from using such technological innova-
tions (Cohen, 1988; McNeil, 1988). 
The study conducted by Bullock (2011) on teachers’ beliefs about learn-
er SA looked at issues surrounding learner SA and teachers’ beliefs. His study 
was designed to explore teachers’ attitudes, beliefs, and behavior with regard 
to learner SA during the implementation of a revision of assessment proce-
dures for teens aged 14-16 years. He used both quantitative and qualitative 
methods to discover what teachers understood by SA and in what ways, if any, 
they had implemented this. The relationship between attitudes, beliefs, and 
practices was also explored; accordingly, he identified some specific factors 
responsible for facilitating or obstructing implementation. The findings 
showed that teachers believed that (a) when supported, learners benefit from 
assessing their own work, (b) SA raises learners’ awareness of their strengths 
and weaknesses, and (c) SA stimulates motivation and involvement in the 
learning process. During the interviews with teachers, he identified some oth-
er favorable attitudes toward SA: (a) it is a good idea in theory, (b) it is better 
than tests, (c) it adds structure and context, (d) it works, (e) it helps students 
see their progress, and (f) it gives students greater ownership. 
For the student who receives peer review, studies report deepened sub-
ject matter knowledge (Barak & Rafaeli, 2004) and a more positive attitude 
toward it (Katstra, Tollefson, & Gilbert, 1987). In his review of the PA research, 
Topping (1998) noted that students’ acceptance of PA is quite independent of 
their knowledge about the demonstrated reliability and validity of that as-
sessment. Davies (2000) and Liu and Carless (2006) noted that some students 
who have negative perceptions of PA doubt the expertise of their fellow stu-
dents (as compared to their instructors). Researchers have also hypothesized 
that students’ discomfort and negativity can be traced to the problematic 
power relations that students associate with assessing their peers (Liu & Car-
less, 2006). These studies indicate that students may have trouble with the 
nontraditional idea of their peers assessing their work in place of an instructor. 
Furthermore, variation in students’ attitudes about assessment may rely a 
great deal on how individual instructors introduce and plan SA and PA. Studies 
have also advocated certain steps to alleviate students’ negative perceptions 
of PA, including more PA experience (Wen & Tsai, 2006), clarity about PA crite-
ria (Smith et al., 2002), and support and training in regard to the PA process 
(Cheng & Warren, 1997; Falchikov, 2005, 2007).  
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Beyond the need to know what attitudes students have about SA and PA 
in  order  to  design  better  SA  and PA processes,  we also  need more  evidence  
about how SA and PA, and students’ perceptions of them impact the quality of 
their work, particularly in the realm of higher education where student satis-
faction becomes increasingly important for course evaluation and class selec-
tion by students. Studies indicate that students with positive perceptions of 
teaching and course goals often adopt a deep approach to studying, whereas 
students with negative perceptions about course workload and the appropri-
ateness of assessment often adopt a surface approach to studying (Crawford, 
Gordon, Nicholas, & Prosser, 1998; Lizzio, Wilson, & Simons, 2002). However, 
the studies in question are based solely on students’ self-reports and not em-
pirical measures of students’ work. Some investigations into students’ atti-
tudes towards and beliefs about self-, peer-, and teacher-assessment have 
been conducted either previous to or after the experiments (Richards & 
Schmidt, 2002). In 38 control group studies measuring tutor achievement, 
tutors outperformed controls in 33 (Topping, 1996). In addition, improved 
tutor attitudes and self-concept as a result of peer-tutoring have been report-
ed (Topping, 1996). As mentioned above, research studies carried out in the 
same areas as the present research have found that students may have differ-
ent attitudes toward the practices of self-, peer-, and teacher-assessment, and 
that these differences in attitude may influence their performance (Roskams, 
1999; Van Zundert, Sluijsmans, & Van Merri̘nboer, 2010). It should be added 
that students’ responses and attitudes toward SA also appear to differ de-
pending on the cultural and educational contexts in which teaching and learn-
ing take place (Oscarson, 1997). 
Still, in the Iranian context, regardless of the issue of learner-centered 
and individualistic approaches to teaching prevalent elsewhere, most of the 
evaluations and assessments in formal educational settings are exercised by 
teachers. To contribute to the thriving body of research in this field, this study 
sought to investigate undergraduate EFL students’ attitudes toward self-, 
peer-, and teacher-assessment in the form of student-generated tests (Brown, 
2004), after they had experienced them for an academic semester in their 
Teaching Methods course. The pedagogical findings of the present research 
may be of interest to a variety of individuals as well as groups. They could be 
regarded as providing insight for curriculum developers, course designers as 
well as teachers and professors themselves. The following research question 
was the foundation of this research project: Is there any statistically significant 
difference among Iranian university EFL students’ attitudes toward their self-, 
peer-, and teacher-assessment experiences? 
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Method 
 
Participants 
 
The participants were 63 male and female EFL students at Urmia Univer-
sity and Tabriz Islamic Azad University, West and East Azarbaijan Provinces, Iran, 
working towards a BA in English Language and Literature. They were within the 
age range of 20 to 22 and had experienced self-, peer-, and teacher-assessment 
for an academic semester. However, not all the participants completed an atti-
tude questionnaire, and this study is based on the performance of 38 partici-
pants (i.e., 11, 15, and 12 candidates in the self-, peer-, and teacher-assessment 
groups, respectively) who filled out the relevant questionnaires. 
 
Instruments 
 
As was the case with similar investigations (e.g., Bullock, 2011), the main 
material used for the present research was an attitude questionnaire which 
was distributed at the end of the semester to the students who had just com-
pleted their self-, peer-, and teacher-assessment treatments. The three ques-
tionnaires used for the purposes of gathering information on the students’ 
attitudes and beliefs were compiled on the basis of those used in some previ-
ous studies of a similar kind. They were checked for validity by scholars and 
were found to be valid to a satisfactory degree. Their reliability was estab-
lished by calculating Cronbach’s alpha: for the SA group (with 11 cases and 22 
items) r = .73,  for the PA group (with 15 cases and 22 items) r = .78,  and for 
the teacher-assessment (TA) group (with 12 cases and 20 items) r = .86. 
The questionnaires consisted of three parts and had 26 items in the self- 
and peer-assessment groups, but only 24 items in the TA group. All of the items, 
except the last four, were answered by means of a 5-point Likert scale ranging 
from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree). The first 16 items in the case of 
the SA and PA groups, and the first 14 items in the case of the TA group, meas-
ured students’ attitude toward the practice and the process of assessment, 
while the next six items were meant to tap into the students’ beliefs about pos-
sible  outcomes  of  these  assessment  methods.  The  last  four  were  open-ended 
questions asking students for their justifications of their group’s performance. 
  
Procedure 
 
Originally, the study followed a semi-experimental intact group design in 
which the classes were randomly assigned to self-, peer-, and teacher-
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assessment groups. Later on, a comparative design was used to compare the 
students’ attitudes toward their assessments and to examine if any significant 
differences existed among them. At the beginning of the term, all the groups 
took a pretest which measured the students’ existing knowledge of a specific 
course book. Then, in the SA and PA groups, the students were trained on how 
to assess themselves as well as their peers, respectively. While in the SA group 
they were instructed to make, answer and mark their  own papers,  in the PA 
group the students were instructed to take tests made and marked by anony-
mous peers. In the TA group, however, the teacher was asked to design and 
mark the papers. Implementing the procedures as described to them and hav-
ing received an assessment every two units, the experimental groups took 
four assessment series during the term. At the end of the term, all  the three 
groups received an end-of-the-course achievement posttest. 
When the treatment was finished, an investigation was carried out as to 
the extent to which the groups differed in terms of their  attitudes toward the 
assessment types they had experienced. The students were required to respond 
to the Likert scale questionnaire items and to give up to three main reasons for 
their performance. Since the students needed to reflect upon their experiences 
during the relevant treatment, they were not required to complete the ques-
tionnaire within a certain time limit; however, it did not take more than 30 min. 
 
Results 
 
Quantitative Analysis 
 
Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics for the groups on the whole 
questionnaire (consisting of 22 items in the case of self- and peer-assessment 
groups and 20 items for the teacher-assessment group). In this table, N stands 
for the number of items in the questionnaires, and M shows the mean score 
(obtained from the values of 1 corresponding to strongly agree, 2 to agree, 3 
to cannot decide, 4 to disagree, and 5 to strongly disagree). For instance, it can 
be inferred that in the PA group, the grand mean for all 22 questions was 2.27, 
that is, in this group students had an attitude somewhere between agree and 
cannot decide toward their PA. This was the most positive attitude, which was 
followed by TA and then SA groups.  
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Table 1 Descriptive statistics for each group on the whole questionnaire 
 
 N M SD SE 95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 
Minimum Maximum 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
PA 22 2.2791 0.40078 0.08545 2.1014 2.4568 1.33 3.13 
SA 22 2.7686 0.34865 0.07433 2.6141 2.9232 2.30 3.55 
TA 20 2.6480 0.39238 0.08774 2.4644 2.8316 1.90 3.33 
Total 64 2.5627 0.43093 0.05387 2.4550 2.6703 1.33 3.55 
 
In order to analyze the data, a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) 
was applied to compare the mean scores of the groups. Table 1 showed that 
the groups had generally a more favourable attitude toward the assessments 
(the means were all below 3, which means cannot decide); however, the 
ANOVA table that follows (Table 2) shows that there were significant differ-
ences among the groups’ attitudes, with F(2, 61) = 9.81, p < .001.  
 
Table 2 ANOVA of the groups’ mean scores on the whole questionnaire 
 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups 2.848 2 1.424 9.814 .000 
Within Groups 8.851 61 .145   
Total 11.699 63    
 
Table 3 is  a report of the post-hoc tests used to identify significant dif-
ferences among the groups. It was found that the PA group (M = 2.27, SD = 
0.40) differed significantly (p = .00) from both the SA (M = 2.76, SD = 0.34) and 
TA (M = 2.64, SD = 0.39) groups in being the most positively disposed towards 
the assessment experience.  
 
Table 3 Post-hoc Tukey HSD test (multiple comparisons) for the groups’ mean 
scores on the whole questionnaire 
 
(I) group (J) group Mean Difference (I-J) SE Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
PA SA -.48955* 0.11485 .000 -.7654 -.2136 
TA -.36891* 0.11769 .007 -.6516 -.0862 
SA PA .48955* 0.11485 .000 .2136 .7654 
TA .12064 0.11769 .564 -.1621 .4033 
TA PA .36891* 0.11769 .007 .0862 .6516 
SA -.12064 0.11769 .564 -.4033 .1621 
* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level 
 
Based on the above analyses, it was found that the groups differed in 
terms of the level of positive or negative disposition toward the assessments. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. However, in order to get a general 
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view  of  the  amount  of  agreement  and  disagreement  across  the  three  experi-
mental groups, a paired samples t test was conducted to explore the difference 
between the students’ positive and negative attitudes toward their experiences 
of  self-,  peer-,  and  teacher-assessment.  To  this  end,  the  average  of  strongly 
agree (StA) and agree (A) options (as an index of agreement) was compared 
with the average of disagree (DA) and strongly disagree (StDA) options (as an 
index of disagreement). Tables 4 and 5 that follow show the results of this anal-
ysis. It was found that there was a statistically significant difference across the 
three groups between the mean scores of both SA and A options, that is, posi-
tive attitudes (M = 11.45, SD = 5.07) on the one hand and DA and SDA options, 
that is, negative attitudes (M = 4.32, SD = 3.63) on the other, in favor of SA and 
A options, with t(37) = 5.44, p < .00 (two-tailed). This indicated that the groups 
had more agreement toward the assessments (eta squared = .44). 
 
Table 4 Inferential statistics: Paired samples t test for the StA and A vs. DA and StDA 
options across groups 
 
 M N SD SE Mean 
Pair 1 StA and A 11.45 38 5.076 0.823 
DA and StDA 4.32 38 3.632 0.589 
 
Table 5 Paired samples t test for the StA and A vs. DA and StDA options across groups 
 
 Paired Differences     t df Sig. 
(2-tailed) M SD SE 
Mean 
95% Confidence Interval of 
the Difference 
Lower Upper 
Pair 1 StA and A –  
DA and StDA 
7.132 8.081 1.311 4.475 9.788 5.440 37 .000 
 
Within groups, a paired samples t test was also applied to see what the 
story is as to the amount of agreement and disagreement within each group. 
The result for the SA group is presented in Tables 6 and 7. Based on these two 
tables, the SA group showed no significant difference (p =  .12)  between  the  
positive attitudes (M = 10.91, SD = 4.74) and negative attitudes (M = 6.45, SD = 
4.54), with t(10) = 1.65, p < .00, with the eta squared of .21.  
 
Table 6 Inferential statistics: Paired samples t test for the SA and A vs. DA and SDA 
options in SA group  
 
 M N SD SE Mean 
Pair 1 StA and A 10.91 11 4.742 1.430 
DA and StDA 6.45 11 4.547 1.371 
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Table 7 Paired samples t test for the StA and A vs. DA and StDA options in the SA group 
 
 Paired Differences   t df Sig. (2-
tailed) M SD SE 
Mean 
95% Confidence Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
Pair 1 StA and A – 
DA and StDA 
4.455 8.904 2.685 -1.527 10.436 1.659 10 .128 
 
Within the PA group, a paired samples t test revealed significant differ-
ence (p = .00) in the mean of agreement options (M = 14.33, SD = 3.83) and 
disagreement options (M = 2.53, SD =  1.95),  with  t(14) = 8.46, p <  .00.,  with  
the eta squared of .83. It can be concluded that the PA groups students ex-
pressed significantly more positive (than negative) attitudes toward PA. The 
results are presented in Tables 8 and 9. 
 
Table 8 Inferential statistics: Paired samples t test for the StA and A vs. DA and StDA 
options in the PA group 
 
 M N SD SE Mean 
Pair 1 StA and A 14.33 15 3.830 0.989 
DA and StDA 2.53 15 1.959 0.506 
  
Table 9 Paired samples t test for the SA and A vs. DA and SDA options in the PA group 
 
 Paired Differences t df Sig. (2-
tailed) M SD SE Mean 95% Confidence Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
Pair 
1 
StA and A – 
DA and StDA 
11.800 5.401 1.395 8.809 14.791 8.462 14 .000 
 
As for the amount of agreement and disagreement in the TA group, paired 
samples t test results yielded no significant difference (p =  .12)  between the  
means  of  agreement  (M = 8.33, SD = 5.03) and disagreement options (M = 
4.58, SD = 3.42), with t(11) = 1.66, p < .00, with the eta squared of .20. Tables 
10 and 11 show the results.  
 
Table 10 Inferential statistics: Paired samples t test for the StA and A vs. DA and StDA 
options in the TA group 
 
 M N SD SE Mean 
Pair 1 StA and A 8.33 12 5.033 1.453 
DA and StDA 4.58 12 3.423 0.988 
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Table 11 Paired samples t test for the StA and A vs. DA and StDA options in the TA group 
 
 Paired Differences      t df Sig. (2-
tailed) M SD SE Mean 95% Confidence Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
Pair 1 SA and A – 
DA and SDA 
3.750 7.818 2.257 -1.217 8.717 1.662 11 .125 
 
Based on the above analyses, an across group paired samples t test 
found that all the three experimental groups showed more agreement toward 
the statements in the attitude questionnaires. However, a within group paired 
samples t test found that the difference as to the amount of agreement versus 
disagreement was significant only in the case of the PA group and not in the 
SA and TA groups. Although the existence of limitations in the sample size, in 
the proficiency level of students among other things, reduces the generaliza-
bility of results, based on the students’ responses to the items in the ques-
tionnaires, some tentative conclusions may be drawn concerning students’ 
attitudes toward the assessments.  
The students agreed that self-, peer-, and teacher-assessment raise their 
awareness of their strengths and weaknesses, stimulate motivation and in-
volvement in the learning process, produce independent (autonomous) learn-
ers, make them competent at recognizing areas needing further study, make 
them read more seriously about the subject matter, prepare them for the final 
examinations, improve the quality of their learning and achievement, provide 
them with an accurate and fair assessment of themselves, are beneficial to the 
learning process, facilitate learning, and help learning through enjoying feed-
back. Students also agreed that these assessment methods are useful means 
for assessing achievement, and that none of them is a waste of teaching time. 
In the case of self- and peer-assessment, students also agreed that if they are 
trained and get experience in these assessment procedures, they can do the 
assessments effectively, and if given clear criteria for item construction and 
marking, they can undertake the assessments in a consistent fashion. 
Students in the SA group also agreed that SA would lead to surface-level 
learning, memorization, not taking the task seriously, no study, designing easy 
items, and being lax in scoring. On the other hand, students in the PA group 
also agreed that PA may lead to real learning, in-depth study, stricter scoring 
of peers’ achievement, enjoying peer-feedback, feelings of competition, and 
fear of losing face in front of peers. Students in the TA group agreed, to some 
extent, that TA can lead to surface-level learning, memorization, not taking the 
task seriously, no study, enjoying feedback, and feelings of competition.    
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Qualitative Analysis 
 
In this section, the students’ answers to the four open-ended questionnaire 
items are briefly listed. The students were required to answer the questions in 
English; however, due to lexical and grammatical errors, their responses were 
first corrected, redundancies were omitted, and then the responses were sum-
marized. Tables 12, 13, and 14 list examples of the experimental groups’ atti-
tudes toward and beliefs about their experience of self-, peer-, and teacher-
assessment,  respectively.  In  the  first  column  of  the  tables,  the  questions  are  
provided and in the second column, the students’ responses are briefly stated. 
  
Table 12 SA group’s attitudes toward self-assessment 
 
Questionnaire items Students’ responses 
SA group’s mean scores were higher than the 
PA group’s in all four series of assessments, 
because of: 
 Remembering the questions and answers 
 Designing easy items 
 Correcting the papers 
 Being lax in scoring 
SA group failed to outperform PA group on the 
final achievement test, because of:  
x Not valid with questions of little importance 
x Not getting used to other types of questions, not study-
ing well 
x Not studying properly, no concern for the scores 
x PA group’s having more study during the term to answer 
the questions not aware of content 
x PA group’s having more practice 
Recommend or reject; in other words, state 
the advantages and disadvantages of SA. 
A  The opportunity to examine oneself; getting a 
new way of testing 
 Better understanding  
 A vision of one’s skill in testing 
 No stress 
DA x Remembering the questions or also some an-
swers; no guarantee for learning the material, just 
memorization 
x Correcting one’s own paper, not afraid of the 
scores; no serious study  
x Self-selecting parts to study; not studying in detail 
and completely 
If anything else was missing from this investiga-
tion of the effect of SA on Iranian university EFL 
students’ course achievement which you think 
you would like to add, mention it. 
 Desire to use PA, getting acquainted with many different 
kinds of questions 
 
A = advantages, DA = disadvantages 
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Table 13 PA group’s attitudes toward peer-assessment 
 
Questionnaire items Students’ responses 
PA group’s mean scores were 
lower  than  the  SA  group’s  on  all  
four series of assessments, be-
cause of: 
 
 Not anticipated questions, their type; not knowing how to study 
 Somehow strange questions, sometimes not standard, and difficult; 
problems understanding them  
 Prejudice in grading 
 Peers being very strict in scoring 
 Taking part in such activities for the first time 
 SA group’s memorizing the answers 
 SA group’s cheating, giving high scores to oneself  
PA group outperformed SA group 
on the final achievement test, 
because of: 
x Experiencing different tests, a variety of questions 
x No knowledge of the questions, PA forcing study 
x Papers being assigned by peers; deep study 
x The opportunity to be involved in a give and take practice; remem-
bering the materials easily 
x Fear of a low score in final exam; more study 
x Having to study all the materials for designing questions; PA stu-
dents’ being well prepared for the tests  
x Students’ studying the questions when tests finished; aware of 
weaknesses; trying to improve  
x Having to study alone, PA being an effective activity 
x Considering PA a final opportunity (for preparing for the final exam) 
Recommend or reject; in other 
words, state the advantages and 
disadvantages of PA. 
A  Causing better study 
 Scoring peers each session; encouraging 
 Good and useful activity 
 A kind of motivation for study 
 Review the course book to have a better performance 
 Familiarity with different kinds of questions 
 Having to study, strengthening knowledge; advantageous  
 An effective and motivating activity 
 Helping more detailed study 
 Studying deeply; recognizing areas of weakness through 
groupwork 
 So beneficial for students, stimulating motivation, preparing 
for final term examinations; doing better than the usual 
schedule 
DA x Needing time 
If anything else was missing from 
this investigation of the effect of PA 
on Iranian university EFL students’ 
course achievement which you 
think you would like to add, men-
tion it. 
 Good, happening in an intimate atmosphere 
 A most effective criteria for evaluation purposes,  if  names shown; 
paying attention in giving scores  
 
A = advantages, DA = disadvantages 
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Table 14 TA group’s attitudes toward teacher-assessment 
 
Questionnaire items Students’ responses 
TA group’s mean scores were lower than SA and PA group’s 
on all four series of assessments, because of: 
 Not having real study and enough practice 
 Not listening carefully to the teacher  
 Too difficult questions 
 Cooperation in SA and PA groups  
 PA and SA groups’ taking the tasks seriously 
and studying harder 
 Very boring class, not getting the lesson well 
TA group failed to outperform SA and PA groups on the final 
achievement test, because of: 
x Having stress 
x Low motivation; not studying well 
Recommend or reject; in other words, state the advantages 
and disadvantages of TA. 
 Having feedback, improving students’ 
knowledge 
 Continuous review  
If  anything  else  was  missing  from  this  investigation  of  the  
effect  of  TA  on  Iranian  university  EFL  students’  course  
achievement which you think you would like to add, men-
tion it. 
x Perfect, excellent 
x It was really complete 
 
 
A categorization of students’ attitudes toward the assessment type ex-
periences in the tables above supported students’ positive attitudes estab-
lished by quantitative analysis. Generally speaking, students in the SA group 
justified their high performance on the assessment series by making easy 
items, memorization, being lax in scoring, and so on and stated that their low 
performance on the posttest was largely due to no in-depth and serious study. 
However,  they  recommended  this  type  of  assessment,  for  they  believed  it  
leads to better understanding, no stress, and an opportunity to gauge and im-
prove their testing skills. They also showed a desire for PA in order to get ac-
quainted with different kinds of questions. 
Peer-assessment group members expressed the most beliefs and ideas 
about their assessment practice in comparison with the other two groups. 
They related their low performance on the series of assessments to not antici-
pated and difficult questions, and peers’ strictness in scoring. As their state-
ments indicated, their good performance on the posttest would be a sign of 
deep and detailed study, receiving feedback, independent study, and review. 
They mentioned such benefits of PA as causing students to be familiar with 
different item types, bringing forth better study, an encouraging and beneficial 
activity, making students recognize their areas of strength and weakness, and 
a motivating and effective practice. 
Although the students in the self- and peer-assessment attributed their per-
formances  more  or  less  to  the  assessment  types,  students  in  the  teacher-
assessment group, for the most part, identified individualistic reasons for their 
low performance both on the assessment series and on the posttest. They 
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claimed that not listening carefully to the teacher, not having enough study, hav-
ing stress, too difficult items, and low motivation were the contributing factors. 
However, they expressed their positive attitudes by stating that TA leads to con-
tinuous review and feedback which improves students’ knowledge. They also pro-
vided some reasons for the better performance of students in the self- and peer-
assessment such as cooperation, taking the tasks seriously, and harder study. 
 
Discussion 
 
In this study, undergraduate EFL students experienced self-, peer-, and 
teacher-assessment  exercises  in  the  course  of  an  academic  semester  in  a  
Teaching Methods course and were investigated in terms of their attitudes 
toward their assessments at the end of the experiment. The study found that 
the  SA group had the  highest  mean scores  on  the  series  of  assessments  fol-
lowed by the PA group, and then the TA group, which gained the lowest mean 
scores. However, on the course achievement posttest, the PA group outper-
formed the others and the SA group obtained second best scores followed by 
the TA group. The analysis of attitude questionnaires indicated that the stu-
dents in the three experimental groups had positive attitudes toward the as-
sociated assessment types. The PA group was found to have the most positive 
attitudes toward PA, although not differing significantly from the SA group. 
This finding may be related somehow to the better performance of the PA 
group on the posttest in comparison with the SA and TA groups and to the 
outperformance of the TA group by the SA and PA groups on the same test.  
It can be concluded that assessment types (SA vs. PA vs. TA) and students’ 
attitudes toward them and their perfomances might have affected each other. 
The assessments were found to positively affect students’ performances on the 
posttest; however, they may have affected students’ attitudes as well. In addition, 
students’ performances on the posttest could be regarded as an influential factor 
for students’ attitudes toward the assessments or the other way round. 
Consistent with the findings of the present research regarding students’ 
attitudes, some studies have observed a positive connection between prior 
training, accurate PA, and a favorable attitude toward the notion of PA (Wil-
liams, 1992). Van Zundert et al. (2010) found that the practice of PA improves 
students’ performances and positively affects their attitudes toward its prac-
tice.  Lupo (as  cited  in  Oscarson,  1989)  reports  positive  effects,  as  a  result  of  
positive attitudes towards the practice of SA, on the basis of the results of a 
survey among 15 to 16-year-olds. As it was mentioned by the students in the 
SA and PA groups, because they involve both reflection and evaluation of 
one’s own performance, SA and PA were found to give students an opportuni-
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ty  to  feel  a  sense  of  control  over  their  own  actions  and  to  develop  positive  
attitudes toward learning, thus increasing motivation (Paris & Paris, 2001). 
While some research in the context of higher education indicates that 
students’ satisfaction with school and positive perceptions of their learning en-
vironment influences their GPA (Grade Point Average) (Lizzio et al., 2002), stud-
ies specifically focused on PA have demonstrated that students’ discomfort with 
peer review does not correlate with their grades (Simkin & Ramarapu, 1997). 
Wen and Tsai (2006) in their study on university students’ perceptions of 
and attitudes toward (online) PA found that participating students had a posi-
tive attitude toward general PA activities and they thought that PA guidelines 
were helpful for their understanding of the PA activity. However, in contrast to 
our findings, the researchers found these students had neutral attitudes to-
ward online PA, indicating that they, on average, were neither positive nor 
negative toward the use of online PA activities. Similarly, they had neutral 
perceptions of the negative aspects of PA, demonstrating that these university 
students on average neither agreed nor disagreed with these negative aspects 
of PA. Wen and Tsai concluded that, on the one hand, the university students 
involved in the study thought that a major part, if not all, of the responsibility 
of grading should belong to the teacher/instructor. On the other hand, they 
also respected peers’ judgments about their own performance. Their finding 
also concurs with many other studies (Brindley & Scoffield, 1998; Clifford, 
1999), suggesting that more effort needs to be placed on giving students re-
sponsibility for grading to develop a sense of learner control and ownership of 
their own learning, especially in higher education. 
Also in contrast to this study’s findings, Kaufman and Shunn (2011) in 
their study on students’ “perceptions about peer assessment for writing” (p. 
387) found that students sometimes regard PA as unfair and often believe that 
peers are unqualified to review and assess their work. Furthermore, the re-
searchers claimed that students’ perceptions about the fairness of PA drop 
significantly following students’ experience in doing PA. They concluded those 
students’ fairness perceptions, and drops in those perceptions, are most sig-
nificantly associated with their perceptions about the extent to which peers’ 
feedback is useful and positive; however, students’ perceptions appear to be 
unrelated to the extent of their revision work. Other studies on PA suggest 
that students’ continued exposure to PA (Wen and Tsai 2006) will help them 
to view that assessment more positively.  
The degree of care in preparing (often reluctant) students for SA and PA 
can yield very different effects. The generalizability threat to this research may 
be the small size and the gender balance that was skewed to females. No con-
trol over the proficiency levels of the students was exerted. 
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Through the use of SA and PA in more classes, students may begin to re-
gard such assessments as a normal part of their education and may also un-
derstand more clearly how their own and peers’ advice can contribute to their 
education. Continued use of SA and PA may also encourage students to see 
themselves as legitimate audience for their own and peers’ work and thus a 
valuable source of feedback about that work. In addition, future research 
should examine the role that other individual differences play in student ac-
ceptance of peer feedback, such as motivational factors or resilience to critical 
feedback. Some studies across settings and subjects could provide more in-
formation about how students’ perceptions influence the work they do and 
allow for some generalizations about how students’ attitudes affect their per-
formance. Future research could helpfully focus on how to assist students in 
providing useful feedback in the process of PA activities and how to enhance 
the validity of PA. Such studies might also emphasize the instructor’s role in SA 
and PA and help teachers to carefully monitor and manage these processes. 
Gender and proficiency may be two interesting factors to be investigated. Mil-
ler and Ng (1994) stated that proficient and highly motivated L2 learners are 
able to more realistically assess their peers’ language ability. Finally, similar 
studies could be done with groups of participants of very different social, cul-
tural, and disciplinary backgrounds and L2 proficiency levels for comparison 
purposes. However, to date, very little systematic investigation has been con-
ducted on how the teaching or learning context interacts with students’ re-
sponses and attitudes towards SA, PA and TA (Butler & Lee, 2010). 
 
Conclusion 
 
The research project reported here found that students show positive 
attitudes toward and beliefs about self-, peer-, and teacher-assessment prac-
tices, with the PA group expressing significantly more positive than negative 
attitudes in this regard. The results of this study can be used in all educational 
centers. They may have direct and indirect implications and applications in 
teaching, learning, materials development, syllabus design, and curriculum 
and test development. University professors can benefit from SA and PA tech-
niques (with an eagle eye on the latter)  in order to educate more active and 
autonomous students who are at the same time better communicators.  
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